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KlefaICommumcaooO$cdnil'lfift",an E:·: tr.:t Cl ass Amatm.lr F~ad i 0 operator, K0BJ '! 1 i censed
. OfficeoltheSecrf1aWld act.i ve from 1967. I operate a VHF packet radi 0 stati on

and have been active in 3rd party traffic for over 2~ years.

I do not have access to the petition in question, but have
some knowledge of it through a summary published in t.he
March 15 W5YI Report. I remember the days when I regularly
handled 3rd party traffic on HF cw, then came the rising
popularity of VHF repeaters. It always seemed odd to me that
according to FCC rules relayers of traffic were held equally
liable for the propriety of that traffic as the originators.
When packet radio came along, it was clear that technology
had outpaced the science of rulewriting. However, the packet
community at large was definitely under the impression that
FCC was pursuing a policy of nonenforcement of relay station
culpability in the realm of automatic control via packet.
That view, however arrived at, came to an end recently with
the enforcement actions taken as a result of the now
i nfamous "9Ql~ number II p.:lcket me~;sage.

. ,..............

I feel there are two good arguments for adoption of rules
similar to those asked for in the present petition. First,
it seems to me intuitively obvious that the burden of
responsibility for communication lies with the party which
introduces the communication. Relay points, whether they be
cw NTS members, a VHF repeater, or a digipeater, are merely
channels used to conduct the original communication from
source to destination. Second, in cases of non-human relay
such as repeaters and packet radio, the relay process is
technically feasible without human intervention, and is
carried out nearly instantaneously. Clearly, in order for
technology to be advanced as fully as possible, we must hold
the rslay point faultless for the CONTENT of communication
not ort-ginating with the:il~ operation. What bet.ter time to
determine the propriety of communication than at its
introdDition i~to the communications chain?

Hepeater truste.f.:?!5 and pae;ket radi Cl node operators have a
responsibili~y to insur~ technically clean retransmissions
and to provide safeguards against occupying spectrum with
f~i I edsystems pr-6vidi ngilo relay o·f intelligence. The
liability concerning the legality~ suitability and propriety
of that i ntell i gence shoLll d f all on the pl:-"?rson who
introduces the communication into the relay system. 1 ask
~hat you adopt RM~7649 or any other similar petition calling
for repeal of rules holding liability for message content
with c,?1~yers of ';"eh messages. ~_
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